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Abstract 
The Moreland Energy Foundation in Melbourne, Australia, sought to broaden the acceptance of 
sustainable practices within the Moreland community. Using our analysis of responses to a large 
telephone survey of residents and through targeted interviews, we developed a community 
engagement strategy to more effectively deliver MEFL’s message to residents in historically 
difficult-to-reach demographic groups and least sustainable group. Our pilot programs showed 
that two of our proposed communication strategies were effective among residents age 18-34 
(using social media) and within culturally and linguistically diverse communities (using trusted 
community leaders), while the third had limited success reaching residents age 65 or older. 
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Executive Summary 
Problem 
As world populations continue to grow, the increasing demand for electricity will, under 
current energy production standards, significantly increase the production of greenhouse gas 
emissions (Chu & Majumdar, 2012). Nations like Australia that rely heavily on the use of fossil 
fuels must take steps to reduce their electricity consumption. Based in the inner north of 
Melbourne, Australia, the Moreland Energy Foundation (MEFL) is a not-for-profit organization 
that, over the last 15 years, has worked to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by promoting 
increased uptake of sustainable practices and products in the community of Moreland. MEFL’s 
programs have focused on increasing awareness of the benefits of energy efficient products. 
Unfortunately, its programs have not reached some segments of the Moreland community. 
The goal of this project was to help address this problem by providing MEFL with a 
better understanding of what was keeping Moreland residents from further engaging in 
electricity-saving products. Additionally, we hoped to use this information to make 
recommendations to MEFL on how to improve both its current and future programs. We 
accomplished this through the following objectives: 
1. Analyzed MEFL’s survey data to understand the Moreland community and community 
members’ current use of sustainable practices. 
2. Conducted interviews with community members to understand which barriers to 
sustainable energy use exist within the community and ways to overcome those barriers. 
3. Developed and delivered surveys to understand the effectiveness of utilizing community 
organizations to communicate information to key groups within the Moreland. 
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4. Using the information gathered from the surveys and interviews, we provided 
recommendations to help MEFL further engage the community in their current and future 
programs. 
Methods and Findings 
Prior to this project, MEFL and the Moreland City Council conducted the Moreland 
Household Water and Energy Sustainability Survey 2015. Through this survey, MEFL aimed to 
understand Moreland residents’ attitudes towards sustainability and the use of various energy-
saving products by households. We focused on two main goals in our analysis of the MEFL 
survey data: 
1. Determining the barriers that the community faced to sustainability and what solutions 
the survey results suggested would be most effective for overcoming these barriers. 
2. Identifying the demographic groups that were either least sustainable or underrepresented 
in the survey. 
We developed a sustainability metric in order to compare relative sustainability between 
households. We assigned each household a score based on how many sustainable products they 
currently had installed and whether they reported being likely to install others. We identified the 
65 and over age group as the least sustainable based on our scoring system. To determine 
which demographic groups were the most underrepresented in the survey data, we compared the 
demographic profile of the survey respondents to data from the most recent Moreland census. 
We identified 18-34 year olds and Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CALD) 
community members as the most underrepresented groups. 
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We used several different methods to contact people from each of these key 
demographics. 
 We conducted semi-structured interviews over the phone and in-person with 
community members over the age of 65 to give us more insight regarding why 
they were less sustainable. In addition, we visited a local retirement village and 
surveyed some of its residents to learn more about this group. 
 To address the underrepresentation of 18-34 year olds, we created an online 
survey and distributed it through both Facebook and MEFL’s volunteer network. 
Within a week, we obtained 44 responses from people age 18-34—twice as many 
responses as the MEFL survey had received from this age group over the course 
of 4 months. 
 Finally, to address the underrepresentation of the CALD community members, we 
surveyed members from two local cultural organizations to better understand who 
people from these groups trusted and where they got information about 
community programs and events. 
Recommendations 
Based on our survey data analysis, interviews and community group surveys, we developed 
the following recommendations for MEFL to use in their creation of future community 
programs: 
1. We recommend that MEFL advocate for and promote financial incentive 
opportunities to the Moreland community. From our analysis of MEFL’s Water and 
Energy Survey, we concluded that high upfront costs were a major barrier to installing 
sustainable products. We found that over 45% of respondents chose not to install energy-
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saving products because they believed such products were too expensive. Discount and 
rebate programs could help to decrease the financial impact of investing in these products. 
Increasing awareness of these opportunities will allow more residents to take advantage 
of them. 
 
2. We recommend that MEFL continue to work with the Victorian state government 
to develop updates in legislation regarding the energy efficiency standards for 
rented properties. Our research showed that in 2011, over 32% of Moreland residents 
rented their homes and, as a result, had little or no ability to make home alterations 
(Census of Population and Housing, 2011). By increasing the energy efficiency standards 
for rental properties, the government could require landlords to implement more 
sustainable products. 
 
3. We recommend that MEFL utilize a variety of different mediums for delivering 
their surveys. From the analysis of the data from both our surveys and MEFL’s survey, 
we concluded that the method used to conduct MEFL’s survey was the main factor that 
prevented it from reaching all demographic groups. Our surveys delivered online and 
through community groups each obtained responses from demographic groups that were 
underrepresented in MEFL’s survey. In particular, we recommend the use of online 
surveys in parallel with future telephone surveys because online surveys are inexpensive 
to conduct and easily produced from existing phone surveys. 
 
4. We recommend that MEFL use social media to facilitate “word of mouth” 
communications to spread information among younger community members. From 
our online survey, we concluded that social media was an effective way to reach 18-34 
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year olds for gathering data and spreading information. Ninety-three percent of the 
survey respondents said that they got information about community programs from social 
media and eighty-six percent of respondents preferred hearing information from friends. 
 
5. We recommend further analysis on the effects of community groups for 18-34 year 
olds. While we received 44 responses from our online survey, only half indicated they 
belonged to any community groups. Sports groups were the only groups with which more 
than 10% of 18-34 year olds reported being involved. The small sample of those involved 
with community groups prevented us from making any conclusions on the effect of 
community groups for this age group. Further research is needed to validate the effects of 
community groups for contacting 18-34 year olds. 
 
6. We recommend that MEFL establish strong, long-term ties with individuals within 
CALD cultural groups. From our research and interactions with different community 
organizations, we concluded that cultural community organizations could provide 
effective forums for contacting people from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) 
backgrounds. While only 13% of the people surveyed through one of these organizations 
trusted MEFL, they were very willing to talk to us, as MEFL representatives, once we 
had been introduced by one of their members. MEFL can utilize the trust already 
established between members of a group to better engage CALD community members in 
its programs. 
 
7. We recommend that MEFL provide additional resources in languages other than 
English. From our interactions with different cultural community organizations we 
concluded that there is a lack of resources in languages other than English. According to 
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census data, in 2011 over 40% of Moreland residents spoke a language other than English 
at home, including over 7% of residents who spoke little or no English at all (Census of 
Population and Housing, 2011). By creating future materials in various languages, MEFL 
would be able to reach more of its community. 
 
8. We recommend that MEFL conduct further research to determine the feasibility of 
reaching residents 65 years of age or older through community groups with active 
membership. Based on the limited number of residents with whom we were able to 
speak during our time at the retirement village and the limited data gathered while there, 
we concluded that retirement villages likely were not effective channels for 
communicating information about sustainable programs to people in this demographic. 
Based on our interviews with the residents, we recommend that MEFL conduct the 
surveys we created to test Probus Clubs, Rotary Clubs, and church groups as possible 
channels for communicating with Moreland residents over 65. 
At the conclusion of this project, we left MEFL with four main deliverables: 
1. A database of the data from MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey. This 
organization of the response data will allow MEFL to easily pose new queries to 
examine the data in different ways. 
2. Our analysis of survey results both from MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey and 
from our own Community Engagement Surveys. MEFL will be able to easily 
examine the results of our analyses to learn about trends in the community. 
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3. Our Community Engagement Survey, in English, Turkish, and Mandarin. This 
is the survey we used to gather information about different community groups. 
MEFL can use the surveys to examine new community groups in the future. 
4. A Community Engagement Strategy for engaging the three key demographic 
groups identified through our survey analysis. 
These items will help MEFL improve participation in its programs in the future. 
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1. Introduction 
With global populations continuously rising, the current worldwide use of energy 
is both unsustainable and highly detrimental to the environment. The International Energy 
Agency predicts that electricity demand will increase by nearly 40% by 2050 (World Energy 
Outlook 2014, 2014). Under current energy production standards, the increased demand would 
cause carbon dioxide emissions to increase from 29 gigatonnes per year to between 36 and 43 
gigatonnes per year, further exacerbating the effects of climate change (Chu & Majumdar, 
2012). In order to limit the effects of climate change, people need to use energy more efficiently.  
Over the coming decades, Australia will face rising temperatures due to climate change, 
resulting in drier weather and increased chance of drought. Such conditions can have severe 
impacts on communities, reducing agricultural output and causing wildfires and other 
environmental damage (Williams et al., 2009). Australia is heavily reliant on fossil fuels, making 
it difficult to mitigate the effects of climate change. Eighty-six percent of the country’s energy 
comes from nonrenewable sources, namely coal and natural gas ("Energy in Australia," 2015). 
These sources are not only finite in supply, but also produce harmful greenhouse gases that 
directly contribute to climate change.  
The Moreland Energy Foundation Ltd. (MEFL) is an independent not-for-profit 
organization located in Moreland, a suburb of Melbourne, Australia. MEFL aims to reduce 
Moreland’s carbon emissions but it has struggled to reach certain demographic groups with its 
programs. The community of Moreland is comprised of people from a variety of socio-economic 
backgrounds, age groups, and over 10 ethnic backgrounds (Census of Population and Housing, 
2011). MEFL has attempted to provide information and services through a wide array of sources, 
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such as community outreach programs and home recommendations, but still has had 
difficulty connecting with all of the diverse demographic groups within the community.  
Students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) have worked with MEFL for over 
five years, investigating how to promote sustainable behavior change. Despite Moreland 
residents’ overall support of energy sustainability, some still do not participate in MEFL’s 
programs (Bhalla, MacGrogan, Miller, & Tosi, 2013). This lack of participation may be 
attributed to the widespread diversity found throughout the Moreland community; MEFL has not 
been able to communicate its information and promote its programs comprehensively to all 
demographic groups. According to Jason Cox, one of MEFL’s Project Coordinators, MEFL 
would benefit from having a systematic approach for reaching out to and communicating with 
the entire Moreland community. 
The goal of the project was to provide MEFL with a community engagement strategy to 
better engage certain demographics with Moreland. We accomplished this through the following 
objectives:  
1. Used MEFL’s survey data to understand the Moreland community and community 
members’ current use of sustainable products,  
2. Conducted interviews with community members to understand which barriers to 
sustainable energy use are found within the community and ways to overcome them,  
3. Developed and delivered surveys to understand the effectiveness of utilizing 
community groups to communicate information to the Moreland community,  
4. Using the information gathered from the surveys and 
interviews, we provided recommendations to help MEFL engage the community in 
more of their current and future programs.  
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This community engagement strategy will assist MEFL in reaching the demographic 
groups with which they have struggled to connect. 
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2. Background Chapter 
2.1 Overuse of Resources 
Australia faces significant challenges due to climate change, including not only the issues 
of threatened wildlife and coastal flooding faced by many countries, but also unique problems 
such as increased risk of severe brushfires that stem from its status as the driest inhabited 
continent (Williams et al., 2009). Australia will need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in 
order to counter the effects of climate change, and any program that seeks to reduce emissions 
will need to address residential overuse of electricity. According to the CIA World Factbook, 
nearly 80% of Australia’s electricity comes from fossil fuels ("The World Factbook," 2015). 
Residential usage accounts for 26% of this electricity, and homes in Australia often do not make 
the most efficient use of energy; for example, up to 15% of households in the state of Victoria 
have no insulation and therefore require significantly more energy to heat or cool (2010 Green 
Light Report, 2011; Household energy use and costs, 2012).  
Because household consumption accounts for such a large portion of Australia’s energy 
use, actions taken by the general public to reduce its own electricity use can lead to significant 
reductions in electricity demand and therefore in greenhouse gas emissions. In fact, a report by 
the Australian Department of the Environment cited reduced residential electricity demand as 
one of the reasons behind a drop in greenhouse gas emissions from 2009-2015 (Australia's 
emissions projections 2014-15, 2015). Because efforts to address residential overuse of resources 
can contribute to major reductions in greenhouse emissions, they will become increasingly 
important as Australia’s population continues to grow. 
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2.2 Moreland and MEFL 
The community of Moreland, a suburb of Melbourne, Australia, spans about 51 square 
kilometers and has a population of almost 150,000. It is very ethnically diverse—close to 40% of 
Moreland residents speak a language other than English at home (Census of Population and 
Housing, 2011). The Moreland Energy Foundation Ltd. (MEFL), an independent non-profit 
organization, works in the Moreland community to promote sustainable practices. One of 
MEFL’s current programs, Zero Carbon Evolution, aims to move the community towards carbon 
neutrality; the first step is reducing carbon emissions in Moreland by 22% by 2020 ("Zero 
Carbon Evolution," 2014). 
To support Zero Carbon Evolution, MEFL runs a social enterprise called Positive Charge, 
the goal of which is to educate people on ways to cut carbon emissions and save money on their 
energy bills. Since its inception in 2013, Positive Charge has provided an energy helpline to the 
residents of participating councils. Callers can learn where to buy solar panels and which 
incentives are currently being offered for products that interest them. According to the program’s 
2014 annual review, more than 4,400 households have used its services; as a direct result, 
“54,118 tonnes of greenhouse gas [have been] abated.” The program aims to cut carbon 
emissions by 150,000 metric tons and engage 40,000 households by 2018 (Positive Charge 
Annual Review June 2015, 2015). These ambitious goals will require additional community 
outreach, a central theme of this project. 
2.3 Barrier/Solution Relationships 
Barriers are possible reasons for a lack of change and in this report are defined as any 
deterrents to an individual’s uptake of electricity-saving practices and products. The barriers we 
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will discuss in this section include high upfront costs, difficult renter-landlord agreements, and 
language barriers, all of which might prevent people with a desire to implement sustainable 
practices from taking action. Each of the following sections will outline one of these barriers and 
its related solutions, and provide evidence of these barriers and solutions from previously 
published research. 
2.3.1 High Costs and Return on Investment/Rebates and Discounts 
The purchase and installation of some green technologies can carry expensive startup 
costs. The overall cost of installing solar panels on a single home can range from $3,000 to 
$11,500 (AUD), depending on the amount of electricity production desired. Figure 2-1 below 
shows estimated prices for solar panels in major Australian cities, taking into account several 
factors including installation fees and current government rebates ("Guide to installing solar for 
households," 2015). 
 
Figure 2-1: Solar PV Prices based on system size 
Green technologies like solar panels represent long-term investments. A study conducted 
on the characteristics of consumers in Connecticut and Pennsylvania showed that people were 
only willing to pay a premium price for any product labeled as an energy-efficient or “green” if 
these products provided a return on investment within 1-2 years (Drozdenko, Jensen, & Coelho, 
2011). However, energy-efficient products usually provide savings on electricity over the course 
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of 5-10 years, depending on the lifespan of the technology (Black, 2006). When making such a 
large investment, people are unwilling to wait 5-10 years to see a return. Additionally, people 
who may only stay in their homes for less than 5 years would not be able to see a full return on 
their initial investment. 
Even though sustainable technologies can promise long-term savings, some people 
cannot afford the high initial costs of such products. The introduction of rebates and tax breaks 
aim to alleviate some of these costs and motivate consumers to change their behaviors towards 
sustainability by providing ways for them to save money (OECD, 2008). 
The Photovoltaics (PV) Rebate Program in Florida offered a maximum of a $16,000 
(USD) subsidy for a PV system installation to utilities, schools, public facilities and residential 
areas from 1999-2002. The program was successful as it had provided partial funding for 70% of 
all PV systems in Florida by the program’s end in 2002 (Gouchoe, Everette, & Haynes, 2002). A 
survey after the rebate program ended in 2002 suggested respondents had come to expect the 
lower price that resulted from rebates and that the seemingly increased cost of PV was 
“prohibitive” (Gouchoe et al., 2002). In a similar program, the Netherlands saw a 100% increase 
in the purchase of energy-efficient cars in 2002 after beginning to offer a subsidy of up to €1,000 
(OECD, 2008).  
Governments can also create financial disincentives to the use of less sustainable 
products through taxes. Taxing less sustainable products lets “the market play the critical role of 
changing purchasing patterns” (OECD, 2008). For example, a “Gas Guzzler Tax” was imposed 
in the United States in 1978 on manufacturers who sold cars that were below a certain efficiency 
level (EPA, 2012). Although the tax was paid by manufacturers, they shifted this cost to 
consumers, adding as much as $7,700 extra to the buyer’s final price when purchasing an 
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inefficient vehicle (EPA, 2012). Because the Gas Guzzler Tax created a direct disincentive to 
purchasing inefficient vehicles, the average fuel efficiency of light vehicles rose from 24.3 miles 
per gallon (MPG) in 1978 to 28.4 MPG in 1980 (Greene, Patterson, Singh, & Li, 2005).  
2.3.2 Property Ownership/Increasing Sustainability Ratings 
Renting is a major deterrent to the installation of green technologies because tenants 
often cannot make additions to their residence without first obtaining permission from the 
property owners. Landlords, however, decline to implement greener technologies because the 
overwhelming upfront costs mentioned in Section 2.3.1 would cause an increase in price to their 
tenants (Dillahunt, Mankoff, & Paulos). In addition, renter-landlord agreements involve “split 
incentives,” which refer to situations where “benefits are not properly rationed among the parties 
to a transaction, impairing investment decisions” ("Glossary," 2015). In the case of rental 
housing, the benefits in question are lower electricity bills. Landlords are typically responsible 
for paying the installation costs associated with installing new appliances. Tenants, however, 
typically pay for utilities, minimizing the benefits that property owners receive for installing 
more efficient systems. 
In addition to the problem presented by split-incentives, the lack of effective legislation 
creates additional problems. Existing legislation requires all residential buildings built after 2005 
to meet a House Energy Rating (HER) of 5 stars (Victorian Households Energy Report, 2014). 
While these new regulations are helpful, 86% of homes in Victoria were built before 2005, and 
as a result are exempt from these standards. These homes have an average HER of 1.81 stars. 
MEFL is currently trying to address this issue by pushing for legislative change in the form of 
improved energy efficiency standards. This new legislation would mandate that any house sold 
or rented to a new tenant meet the same 5 star HER as houses built after 2005. Such standards 
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are seen as a way to promote real change in sustainability levels of rental housing (Gabriel, 
Watson, Ong, Wood, & Wulff, 2010). As more than 32% of the population of Moreland is 
currently comprised of renters, addressing the issues associated with these renter-landlord 
agreements by improving legislation will allow for a significant increase in the community’s 
uptake of sustainable practices (Census of Population and Housing, 2011). 
2.3.3 Language Barrier/Diversity in Programs 
Language barriers can prevent linguistically diverse groups from becoming aware of 
sustainable practices and behaviors. Running programs and distributing information in various 
languages can help increase their understanding of sustainability. An example of this effect 
appears in a study conducted to explore green change in multi-national companies that employ 
various ethnic groups (Setthasakko, 2009). The manager of a Thai company explained that the 
company’s employees from Burma “often avoid interaction with Thai employees due to 
language barrier and cultural differences.” Because of these language differences, information 
distributed to the entire company was often distorted or misinterpreted by certain ethnic groups, 
hindering the progress of the company. To efficiently spread information about environmental 
awareness, the company conducted environmental programs in Burmese (Setthasakko, 2009).  
Within Moreland, MEFL conducted a program, In Common Language, which provided 
informative pamphlets and conducted sustainability workshops in several different languages 
that detailed how to make simple daily lifestyle changes that would save electricity and water, 
thereby saving residents money. Participants of In Common Language responded well to the 
program, reporting that they had never before read such ideas in their own language. This 
increased uptake of sustainable practices by spreading more awareness of how households could 
operate sustainably (Cox, 2015). In Common Language closed the gap between the knowledge 
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and action of sustainable behaviors for non-English speaking residents, and provided an example 
of an incentive that successfully dealt with language barriers (Sundareswaran, 2011). 
2.4 Suspicion of Credibility/Existing Community Relationships 
Sustainability programs that capitalize on existing community relationships have shown 
success (Bailey, 2011). Information provided to residents from sources to which they have no 
personal connection or relationship will not be efficiently received. For example, residents may 
doubt the intentions of a nonprofit organization offering to provide free home-assessments. If a 
neighbor or family member were to recommend these assessments, however, residents would be 
much more willing to accept any recommendations provided by such an organization.  
In addition, people will be more likely to change their behavior when encouraged to do so 
by a peer rather than someone seemingly in a position of power. A study conducted on a 
sustainability-conscious community in Canada found that the idea of a “community champion” 
was a highly effective way to promote sustainable practice uptake, even among already 
sustainably-minded individuals. This “community champion” was the “ideal partner” to 
campaign for programs to encourage sustainable behavior (Seidel, 2013). 
With this in mind, MEFL assisted a partner environmental organization, Environment 
Victoria, with the GreenTown program to engage Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CALD) 
communities. GreenTown provided sustainability training to bilingual community members who 
would, in turn, perform free home assessments, in various languages, in their respective 
communities. The community responded better to people from their own community coming to 
their door to perform home assessments than they did to government workers. This was evident 
from the number of participants in the program: more than 2,500 people from CALD 
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communities participated in GreenTown. This was a significantly larger number of CALD 
individuals engaged than any previous sustainability program carried out in Victoria through 
2011 (Bailey, 2011).  
A researcher from California Polytechnic State University conducted a field experiment 
in Claremont, California to test the effectiveness of using community members to encourage 
others to uptake recycling. The researcher referred to it as the “block leader approach”. He 
recruited community members that already recycled to speak to their neighbors about recycling. 
The same message was delivered to the community. In contrast, one-third of the household 
participants were spoken to by a neighbor, one third was given an equivalent written letter from 
the local city government, and the remaining third acted as the control group. The experiment 
found that 28% of those receiving the “block leader approach” by a neighbor recycled weekly 
afterwards, compared with 12% of the written note group and 3% of the control group (Burn, 
1991). 
MEFL used an alternate approach with Positive Charge when trying to market this 
program to the community. MEFL sent a letter to homes in the community on Moreland City 
Council letterhead and saw significantly more uptake shortly after. In the six months prior to 
sending the letter, MEFL had facilitated the sale of only 40 solar arrays. This increased to over 
300 in the six months after the letter was sent out (Sundareswaran, 2015). An endorsement by the 
Moreland City Council successfully established Positive Charge as a reputable source of solar 
panel arrays, thereby promoting uptake within the community.  
Trust in an organization’s intentions not only increases engagement in their programs but 
can also make educational materials more effective. Since education is “one of the most 
powerful tools for providing individuals with the appropriate skills and competencies to become 
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sustainable consumers,” public trust in a nonprofit organization is crucial for providing effective 
educational materials (OECD, 2008). MEFL currently provides a great deal of information to the 
Moreland community, yet community members report not having enough information to live 
sustainably. According to another Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) project with MEFL, 
once people are made aware of environmental issues and have ideas on how to deal with them, 
the consciousness and desire of self-sufficiency will drive people to act and live sustainably 
(Hunt, Kurisko, MacDowell, & Pietri, 2013). Providing energy-saving information to residents 
could incentivize behavior change. Furthermore, providing this information through a trusted 
source would make it even more powerful.  
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3. Determining the Sustainability Practices of the 
Moreland Community  
3.1 Survey Methodology 
The Moreland Household Water and Energy Sustainability Survey 2015 (referred to in 
this report as MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey) was conducted jointly on behalf of MEFL and 
the Moreland City Council. The goal of the survey was to obtain accurate, in-depth information 
on the current state of energy sustainability in the city of Moreland. With this information, 
MEFL could evaluate the effectiveness of existing sustainability programs and identify areas in 
need of further attention moving forward. The Moreland City Council used the information 
pertaining to water sustainability for the same purposes, but because MEFL is more concerned 
with the sustainable use of electricity, water related questions have been excluded from the 
analysis later in the chapter. This survey consisted of five sections: 
1. Current & Intended Actions (Motivations & Barriers) 
2. Attitudes to the Environment 
3. Engagement & Communications Approaches 
4. Demographics 
5. Future Participation 
The complete survey instrument is available in Appendix A. In order to obtain a 
representative sample of the population of Moreland, landline phone numbers were randomly 
selected within the Moreland area code. We examined the responses from MEFL’s Water and 
Energy Survey in order to answer three questions: 
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1. What did the survey results report about the current state of electricity 
sustainability in Moreland? 
2. What possible barriers or incentives could be identified from the survey results for 
further examination? 
3. Which demographics groups were underrepresented in the survey? 
This chapter describes the analysis used to answer these questions and the conclusions we 
reached. 
3.2 Survey Limitations 
Before attempting to draw conclusions about the community from the survey results, we 
compared the demographic profile of the survey respondents to census data for the city of 
Moreland to determine how well the survey represented the community. This analysis revealed 
that there were some significant areas in which the survey had not obtained a representative 
sample of respondents. 
The most noticeable issue with the response pool was an age distribution different from 
that of the Moreland community; there was a severe underrepresentation of younger age groups. 
Although census data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics shows that people between the 
ages of 18 and 34 make up 30% of the population of Moreland, this age group accounted for 
only 6% of responses to the survey (Census of Population and Housing, 2011). Further analysis 
revealed a direct correlation between age and response rate, which can be seen in Figure 3-1 
below. 
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Figure 3-1: Age distribution of survey respondents compared to census data 
A likely explanation for this discrepancy is the survey’s use of landline telephone 
numbers to contact respondents. Less than half of Australians between the ages of 18 and 34 
have access to landlines, compared to over 90% of Australians age 65 or older (ACMA 
Communications report 2013–14, 2014). This led to a disproportionately lower number of 
respondents under the age of 35, as this age range is much less likely to have a landline. In 
addition, people between the ages of 18 and 24 may live at home with their parents and would 
not have been the one to answer the survey for their household (Statistics, 2000). Regardless of 
the specific reason for the discrepancy, the low response rate from the 18-34 groups meant that 
survey provided little data about sustainability within this group. 
The survey also failed to reach many residents from culturally and linguistically diverse 
(CALD) backgrounds. Only 26% of the survey respondents reported speaking a language other 
than English at home, compared with the 40% reported by census data (Census of Population 
and Housing, 2011). This may be due to a language barrier because the survey was administered 
in English. While the survey was available in other languages, the initial contact over the phone 
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was always in English, which might have caused residents who were uncomfortable speaking 
English to hang up before they were offered the option to speak with a translator. No surveys 
were conducted in any language other than English, and 257 people called could not complete 
the survey due to what the research company described as “communication difficulties.” We 
interpreted these difficulties as the survey administers’ inability to communicate with the 
respondent due to a language barrier. Because census data from the Australian Bureau indicates 
that at least seven percent of people in Moreland speak little or no English, the fact that no 
translated surveys were given shows a serious gap in the survey data. As with the 18-34 age 
group, the low response rate from people with CALD backgrounds limited the conclusions that 
we could draw about sustainability in these communities from the survey. 
Twenty-six percent of respondents to the MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey reported that 
they had solar panels on their houses; this is over twice the rate of uptake found through previous 
studies (2010 Green Light Report, 2011). While it is possible that this represents a genuine 
increase in uptake, such a large discrepancy is more likely an indication of sampling bias. 
Response to the phone survey was completely voluntary, but residents were likely more willing 
to complete the 15-20-minute survey if they already felt strongly about environmental issues. 
Such potential bias meant that the survey results could have significantly overestimated the 
actual level of sustainability within the community.  
3.3 Survey Analysis 
Despite the limitations discussed above, the survey still provided sufficient data to allow 
us to draw conclusions about sustainability in the community. 
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3.3.1 Measuring Sustainability 
To aid in our analysis of the data gathered from MEFL’s survey, we developed a ranking 
scheme to quantify the idea of sustainability. This allowed us to compare levels of sustainability 
to age, income, and other information collected in the survey. We used the results of the two 
following questions from the survey:  
1. Can you please state whether your property currently has [INSERT ITEM] installed? 
(Appendix A, Question 1) 
2. How likely are you to consider installing [INSERT ITEM] in the next 12 months? 
(Appendix A, Question 5) 
We focused on the four following energy-efficient products: 
1. Energy-efficient lighting 
2. Energy-efficient appliances 
3. Solar panels 
4. GreenPower, through which consumers can purchase renewable energy credits from 
energy retailers.  
We chose not to include results from any questions relating to solar hot water mentioned 
in the survey in our analysis, because it is an older technology that is being replaced with more 
efficient methods. We gave each respondent a sustainability ranking based on their answers to 
this question by assigning point values to each answer (Figure 3-2).  
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Figure 3-2: Sustainability Ranking Scheme 
The scores could range from a low of -16, for respondents who answered as very unlikely to 
install all four products, to a maximum of 32, for respondents who have all of these products 
already installed. 
This ranking scheme allowed us to compare the relative sustainability of different 
respondents or groups of respondents. The group with scores in the highest quartile was our most 
sustainable group and the group with scores in the lowest quartile was the least sustainable. We 
first focused on the individuals with scores in the bottom quartile and looked for trends in their 
reasoning behind adopting or not adopting certain sustainable practices. One of the questions in 
MEFL’s survey asked the respondent to give their main reason for wanting or not wanting to 
install a particular item (Appendix A, Question 8). We compiled the data from this question and 
looked at the most frequently reported reasons to understand which incentives have worked for 
the least sustainable group or what barriers they believed they faced. 
The distribution of scores in the lower quartile, seen in Figure 3-3, was primarily between 
-4 and 6. 
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Figure 3-3: Lower Quartile Score Distribution 
Most people were already using one of the specified energy-saving practices or were at least 
open to taking up one or more of them in the next year. Only two respondents stated that they 
were unlikely to take up all four of the energy-saving practices. These results might be biased 
since people sometimes just answer in a manner they believe to be more socially acceptable 
instead of what they actually think (Grimm, 2010). 
 The upper quartile saw the bulk of its scores between 18 and 24, as shown in Figure 3-4. 
 
Figure 3-4: Upper Quartile Score Distribution 
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These respondents were all using two or more of the energy-saving products mentioned in the 
survey and were likely to install the rest in the next year. About 15% of the respondents in this 
group earned a perfect score of 32, already having installed all four energy-saving practices. 
We compared the practices used by the upper quartile to those of the lower quartile to 
gain a better understanding of the community's use of energy-saving practices. Energy-efficient 
lighting was the most widely adopted product in this community among survey respondents: 
with 100% of the upper quartile as well as over half of the lower quartile reported using efficient 
lighting. The differences in uptake from the lower and upper quartiles are shown in Figure 3-5.  
 
Figure 3-5 Relative uptake between top and bottom quartiles 
The product with the biggest difference in use by between the two groups is was energy-efficient 
appliances. Based on this, energy-efficient appliances are widely used and available to Moreland 
community. However, there is a barrier that is preventing this lower quartile group from using 
these products. 
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Beyond comparing the uptake of sustainable practices, we looked at the demographic 
differences between the upper and lower quartiles. No conclusions could be made about the 18-
34-year-old age groups due to the low number of respondents. However, we identified a definite 
trend within the 65 and over age group with double the number of respondents of this age in the 
bottom quartile compared with the upper quartile. 
3.3.2 Barriers and Solutions 
We first analyzed the barriers that faced the least sustainable group in limiting their 
uptake of sustainable products. We looked at their reasons for being unlikely to install any of the 
four energy-saving products in the survey. Table 3-1 shows the top three reported barriers of this 
group to installing a particular product.  
Product Barrier #1 Barrier #2 Barrier #3 
Energy-Efficient 
Lighting 
I see no benefit 
(32%) 
I rent (23%) Too expensive (14%) 
Energy-Efficient 
Appliances 
I see no benefit 
(30%) 
Too expensive 
(29%) 
I rent (17%) 
Solar Panels Too expensive 
(42%) 
I rent (24%) Not feasible for my 
home (9%) 
Green Power Too expensive 
(39%) 
I rent (15%) I see no benefit (15%) 
Table 3-1: Top three reasons why lower quartile is unlikely to install a product 
The survey gave 19 choices for barriers, one of which was "Other" (Appendix A, Question 8). 
We coded the responses from the “Other” category to put them either into a predefined category 
with which we thought that they fit best or created additional categories such as “not feasible for 
my home”. Cost, renting, and “I see no benefit” showed up consistently as main barriers in our 
analysis. 
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Two of the barriers identified through our survey analysis—rental issues and the high 
cost of energy-saving technologies—would have required significant time, resources, and 
possibly legislative action to address and, as a result, could not be fully addressed within the 
scope of this project. During our background research, we identified financial incentives, 
including tax breaks, subsidies, and discounts, that can motivate consumers to change their 
attitudes and behaviors towards sustainability. Government regulations, such as new building 
efficiency standards, are productive ways to deal with rental issues. These incentives will be 
expanded upon later in the report in the Conclusions and Recommendations chapter. 
The survey also explored solutions to address any barriers respondents felt that they 
themselves or their community faced. Question 11 on the survey asked if the respondents had 
any suggestions to encourage the community to improve water and energy usage at home. 
Thirty-one percent of respondents indicated that they needed more information on sustainability. 
However, MEFL is continuously putting out information about sustainability to the Moreland 
community. The issue is that some people are not getting information from MEFL in the form 
they desire. Similar to the limitations of the MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey, information 
provided through a single medium, like newsletters written in English, may not be easily 
received by non-English speaking residents. The lack of established contact with MEFL prevents 
people within the community from utilizing information and programs currently provided. 
In addition, individuals in the community may experience a sense of distrust of MEFL’s 
intentions, causing them to doubt the validity of their programs. One such program, Positive 
Charge, provides a list of reliable and trusted solar panel providers. A conversation with one of 
the managers of Positive Charge, Chandra Sundareswaran, identified the possible issue of 
distrust. When the program first launched, community uptake of solar panels was practically 
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unchanged. Mr. Sundareswaran explained that months after the program launched, however, the 
Moreland City Council mailed a letter that validated the credibility of MEFL and Positive 
Charge, to the community of Moreland. Six months after this letter was mailed, Positive Charge 
had sold 310 solar panel arrays, compared to the 40 sold six months before the letter was sent. 
The Positive Charge managers interpreted this as mainly due to the community’s increased level 
of trust in the credibility of Positive Charge (Sundareswaran, 2015). The community of 
Moreland was much more willing to trust and utilize information provided by MEFL once it had 
been verified as credible by a trusted source, the local government in this case. 
Analysis of the MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey, along with other research and 
information gathered, suggested that Moreland residents would prefer to obtain information on 
sustainability through community groups. More than 80% of survey respondents supported using 
community groups, and renters, residents in the highest income bracket, and residents over the 
age of 65 even preferred the use of community groups to financial incentives. From this, we can 
extrapolate that these groups are either financially stable or do not view cost as an issue to 
sustainability. Instead, they are lacking the information necessary to make these sustainable 
changes. Using community groups would allow MEFL to distribute information in a more 
targeted way to demographic groups that they have struggled to reach in the past. In addition, 
there is a level of trust between members of community groups so an endorsement from one of 
these groups could motivate behavior change, similar to the letter endorsed by the Moreland City 
Council.  
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4. Developing a Community Engagement Strategy 
Analysis of the MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey revealed a major barrier (lack of 
established contact/credibility) and a possible way to overcome that barrier (communication 
through community groups). We conducted further research to learn about how to most 
effectively implement this strategy to promote electricity sustainability within three groups: 
people between the ages of 18 and 34, people over the age of 65, and people from CALD 
backgrounds. We decided to focus on these three groups because our analysis of the MEFL’s 
Water and Energy Survey suggested that these were groups with which MEFL could 
significantly increase their communication with and generate behavior change within. This 
chapter describes the different methods we used to reach each group and what we learned.  
4.1 Using Social Media to Access the 18-34 Age Group 
Based on our analysis of the MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey, we determined that 
MEFL did not have an effective way of communicating with the 18-34 year olds in Moreland. 
MEFL needed an effective channel to promote its programs within this group, as this age group 
makes up nearly 30% of Moreland’s population. We decided to pilot an online survey that served 
two purposes. First, it acted as a small-scale pilot to evaluate the potential value of using online 
surveys to replace phone surveys when contacting this age group. While only about half of 18-34 
year olds have landlines, over 90% have internet access (ACMA Communications report 2013–
14, 2014). Second, it was a method for gathering data to identify effective channels for MEFL to 
utilize in promoting its programs.  
25 
The data gathered from this survey allowed us to identify the channels that were most 
effective for contacting people within this age group, including which, if any, types of 
community groups would be effective for reaching this segment of the population. 
We created and administered this survey through Qualtrics, a software company that 
provides an online survey platform. The full survey is included in Appendix A. Before 
distributing this survey, we had a MEFL volunteer in this age group test it out to ensure all of the 
questions made sense and were appropriate for the target demographic. In order to reach as many 
respondents as possible, we distributed it through several different channels: 
1. Posted on MEFL’s Facebook page 
2. Sent to MEFL volunteer email alias (158 volunteers) 
3. Various student group Facebook pages by two Royal Melbourne Institute of 
Technology (RMIT) students who volunteer at MEFL 
Based on the responses from this survey, we determined that online surveys are an effective 
method for gathering information from people 18-34 years old. With minimal attention and effort 
after our survey was developed, it received 44 responses from people 18-34 years old. In 
comparison, MEFL’s phone survey, which only generated 20 responses from this group, required 
the survey administrators to make individual phone calls to reach each potential respondent, 
representing an inefficient use of resources. 
One of the major findings from this survey was that the three main ways 18-34 year olds 
reported getting information about community events was through social media, 
neighbors/friends and local newspapers. About 93% of respondents reported to learn about 
community programs or events through social media. The complete results from this question are 
shown in Figure 4-1.  
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Figure 4-1: Where 18-34 year olds get their information about community events 
Of the people who responded that they use the newspaper as source of information, 50% only 
read online newspapers, 20% only read print newspapers and 30% read a mixture of both. The 
most popular newspaper for this age group, according to our survey, was “the Leader”. 
Another major finding from this survey was that a lack of trust in or knowledge of MEFL 
does not appear to be a major issue among this group. Other than “From a close friend,” MEFL 
was the source that the most people said they would be likely or very likely to take advice from 
on sustainability issues. Figure 4-2 shows the proportion of this group that is likely to take 
sustainability advice from various groups.  
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Figure 4-2: % of 18-34 online survey respondents that trust certain groups 
This was the case even among the 27 respondents who did not report having been previously 
involved with MEFL; 64% of these individuals cited that they were likely or very likely to take 
sustainability advice from MEFL.  
The data shows that the 18-34 age group preferred receiving information from friends or 
groups established for this purpose, like MEFL or a local council. Table 4-1 below shows the 
proportion of respondents that belonged to each type of group that would trust receiving 
sustainability information from that group.  
Type of Group 
% of Respondents Who Would  
Trust This Group 
Religious/Faith Group (n=6) 33% 
Multicultural Group (n=2) 50% 
Neighborhood House (n=2) 100% 
Sports/Recreation Club (n=17) 40% 
Table 4-1: % of respondents belonging to groups that would trust advice on sustainability from their group 
Overall, our pilot test was successful. We successfully reached the 18-34-year-old 
community in Moreland at a much higher rate than MEFL’s phone survey. In addition, we 
gathered useful information about how this group prefers to be contacted and whom they trust. 
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The conclusions drawn from this data, however, must be further researched to determine if 
community groups act as a trusted source of information for people between the ages of 18 and 
34. In the next section, we will provide data on a similar pilot test conducted for CALD 
community members to determine their preferred mediums for receiving information. 
4.2 Using cultural groups to access CALD community members 
We contacted people within CALD groups with help from cultural community 
organizations. MEFL previously had positive experiences working with such organizations and 
already had some established contacts. After contacting them and conducting interviews, we 
determined they were keen to help spread information throughout their community group. 
4.2.1 Community Group Leader Interviews 
Based on the analysis of MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey, we believed language 
barriers or trust issues were significant barriers to engagement in CALD communities. To 
evaluate the impact of these barriers, we conducted interviews with representatives from two 
organizations with experience working with these communities to obtain their perspective on 
what would motivate community members to adopt sustainable behavior. Almost 34% of the 
Moreland residents were born overseas, so talking to experts in the community helped us to 
better understand the ethnically diverse groups and their views on sustainability (Census of 
Population and Housing, 2011). We conducted these interviews in person, at each 
representative’s community center in order to get the most information each interview. Visiting 
the centers allowed us to better understand the structure of these groups and also allowed us to 
better engage with the people we were interviewing. We chose to conduct in person interviews 
so that we could capture more honest responses and pick up on any social cues we might miss 
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from a phone interview (Opdenakker, 2006). The questions for these interviews are in Appendix 
C. 
Our first interview was with the former CEO of MEFL, Jim Downey, who is the current 
Energy and Financial Inclusion Senior Manager at Kildonan Unitingcare, an organization that 
works with low-income residents and recent migrants to Australia. He identified that language 
barrier was likely a significant issue. He mentioned language has been a barrier to communicate 
with refugees and prevents them from getting proper shelters and life necessities. He thought this 
would apply to other newly arrived CALD group members. Mr. Downey believed MEFL was 
already seen as a trusted source by community members who knew of them. However, he also 
stated that many people in the community had recently immigrated into the country and had no 
ability to read or speak English. This language barrier, he felt, prevented these groups from 
receiving information from MEFL. 
We also spoke to Sultan Cinar, a representative from the Alevi Community Council, a 
Turkish cultural group. Similar to what we heard from Mr. Downey, Ms. Cinar felt that the 
Turkish-speaking people of the Alevi Community Council simply could not receive information 
from MEFL because of a language barrier. When asked to help translate our message to the 
members of this community group, Ms. Cinar stated her openness to the idea because of how 
successful and widely accepted MEFL’s previous programs, when delivered in Turkish, were in 
her community. She also noted that similar programs were currently needed because 
communication between MEFL and the Turkish-speaking community had diminished since those 
successful programs ended. From these interviews, it is fair to deduce that community 
organizations and their members want to employ sustainable practices and products into their 
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lives. However, they simply cannot receive adequate information to make informed decisions 
about these products because a large majority of this information is only provided in English. 
4.2.2 Community Group Surveys 
In order to learn more about how to contact people from non-English-speaking 
backgrounds, we conducted surveys at a meeting hosted by the Alevi Community Council. By 
conducting these surveys, we hoped to determine whether language barriers or lack of 
established trust played roles in preventing MEFL from contacting people from CALD groups 
and to identify ways MEFL could establish contact in the future. Data gathered from our surveys 
and discussions with community members at the event both provided valuable insight into how 
MEFL can form ties in the community. 
The surveys aimed to find out much of the same information as the online survey 
developed for the 18-34 age group and the questions were adapted from that survey. After 
speaking with Ms. Cinar, we adapted the survey questions based on her recommendations and 
removed irrelevant questions and categories. In addition, we changed Question 1 from asking 
how likely a person would be to take sustainability advice about environmental issues from 
different sources to just ask whether or not a person trusts the source. This made it easier for the 
community members to follow along with the printed English-language copy when Ms. Cinar 
read the translated version to the group. After the survey, she translated feedback from and 
comments made by the group members. 
Information from the event provided strong support for the theory that language barriers 
prevented the MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey from reaching people within CALD 
communities. Of the thirty-two people present at the event, only a handful spoke any English at 
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all. All of the survey respondents cited Turkish as the language they spoke at home. In our 
conversations with the members of this group, several people mentioned that they had received 
phone calls or come across sustainability information, but could not make use of it because it 
was in English. According to Ms. Cinar, they said, “They get calls,” but because they are in 
English, “they don’t understand, or they don’t trust them.” One woman told us that she had 
received a call that she believed was from MEFL, but she could not understand the caller 
because he was speaking in English. Additionally, multiple people requested more information 
regarding sustainable practices and products in their own language. 
We also found strong evidence for the lack of established trust in MEFL and for the value 
of contact with community groups to address this barrier. Figure 4-3 shows the results of 
Question 2 of our survey, “Would you be likely to take sustainability information from… 
[Group]”.  
 
Figure 4-3: Trusted groups from Alevi Council survey 
Of the people who completed our survey at the meeting, only 13% indicated that they would be 
willing to take advice on sustainability from MEFL, while 94% indicated they would take advice 
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from the Alevi Community Council. Despite the low indicated support for MEFL, everyone at 
the event was eager to speak with us and actively asked for more information about how to live 
sustainability. Given the difference in support for MEFL and the Alevi Community Council, it is 
likely that we received more support as MEFL representatives than might be expected based on 
the survey results because we had been introduced by a trusted member of the Alevi Community 
Council. 
One additional insight revealed by our experience with the Alevi Council is the 
importance of having strong contacts within a community in order to promote engagement. We 
would not have been able to gather any data from the Alevi Community Council without the help 
we received from Ms. Cinar. She made it possible to deliver our surveys without translations by 
reading out the survey questions in Turkish and explaining them so people could write out their 
answers on English printouts. She also translated comments and input from the community 
members present and helped us tailor our survey to the group, telling us what questions might be 
irrelevant or confusing. Beyond just translating, Ms. Cinar’s understanding of the community 
was crucial for helping us establish a good, trusting relationship with the community members 
present; she explained to people why we were conducting the surveys, how we could help them 
save electricity and therefore money, and that we wanted to make sure they had a voice in 
helping MEFL develop programs that could help their community.  
The help we received from Ms. Cinar provided strong evidence for the importance of 
establishing liaisons between MEFL and community organizations. These community liaisons 
would have knowledge of MEFL, and would be active members in their respective community 
organizations. MEFL could use these community liaisons to communicate with to people from 
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CALD communities in the manner most appropriate for each group. In turn, the liaison would be 
able to keep MEFL informed about the sustainability needs of the community. 
We received some additional data from the Imam Ali Islamic Centre Fawkner but they 
were collected too late to be integrated into this report. The data can be seen in Appendix J. The 
results were largely consistent with that of the Alevi Community Council with the MEFL 
representatives at the event being well-received despite the reported unwillingness to accept 
sustainability advice from MEFL as indicated in their survey responses. 
4.3 Using trust to engage the 65+ Age Group 
This section covers our efforts to engage the 65 and over group—the group we identified 
as the least sustainable. As stated in Section 3.3.2, we identified trust as one of the main barriers 
facing the uptake of sustainable products. We decided to focus on overcoming this barrier of not 
having a trusted source with the 65 and older age group because this was a major barrier we 
could thoroughly address in the timeframe of this project. In particular, we focused on 
identifying whom they trusted for obtaining energy-saving practice information and why they 
trusted some sources more than others. 
4.3.1 Community Member Interviews 
In order to learn which channels would be most effective for establishing trusted 
communications with people 65 years and older, we interviewed people from this age group. 
Because MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey obtained a high response rate through landlines for 
this group, we decided to use the same method to conduct interviews. Phone interviews were 
also less time-consuming because they did not require us to travel between homes. During the 
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interviews, we were able to ask questions about their views towards certain community groups 
and their perception of sustainability. 
We first emailed respondents from this age group who indicated in the survey that they 
were willing to be re-contacted about scheduling phone interviews. Due to a low email response 
rate, we cold-called these respondents. We were only able to conduct three phone interviews, so 
findings from these interviews must be further researched to validate their credibility. From the 
limited interviews we were able to conduct, we found this group would rather hear information 
from a friend because they are not always sure of the intentions of organizations like MEFL. 
They may worry that many of these organizations are trying to turn a profit by selling them an 
unreliable product and are not concerned with finding the best solution for their home. They 
would also be open to hearing sustainability information from their church group or the 
Moreland City Council because they consider these organizations trusted sources. 
One obstacle to conducting these interviews was a lack of interest in the topics of 
sustainability and climate change. Some of the respondents did not give in depth responses 
because they were less interested in sustainability. In addition, we realized after our first 
interview that our questions were slightly confusing and too complex, especially if an interview 
respondent did not use sustainable products. As a result of this confusion, we changed the 
structure of our interview questions to a more casual conversation, which allowed the 
interviewees to feel more comfortable speaking with us and better understand our questions. The 
revised interview questions are in Appendix B. 
We also visited Pascoe Vale Gardens (PVG), a senior living community, to conduct in-
person interviews. The invitation to PVG residents is shown in Appendix H. We interviewed the 
8 residents who attended our event so that we could find out more about PVG, what sources the 
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residents found most trustworthy, and where they thought information about sustainability could 
be best distributed. Some key information we discovered was that PVG Gardens offers assisted 
living in the form of serviced apartments where residents do not have to worry about cooking or 
cleaning. The residents who required this assisted living had high levels of dependency and were 
unable to make alterations to their homes, and were uncomfortable making major financial 
decisions or lifestyle changes on their own. 
Another major finding was that MEFL was seen as a trusted source among this age group, 
but residents who were interested in the benefits of sustainable products were unsure of how to 
purchase or install such items. MEFL already provides such information through Positive Charge, 
but none of the residents we interviewed had heard of this program. All were interested in 
learning more about Positive Charge once we had explained the services it provided. With 
regards to other trusted sources, one interviewee suggested that MEFL attempt to contact and 
provide information through the Probus Club of Moreland, which is a business club for retired 
professionals. She explained that many members are active contributors, within the 65 and over 
age group, who are much more independent, and would therefore be able to make large financial 
decisions or lifestyle changes. 
4.3.2 Community Group Survey 
While visiting the PVG retirement community, we also conducted surveys to identify the 
following: 
1. What organizations did residents feel were reliable sources of information? 
2. Where did residents get information about community events?  
3. What were residents’ attitudes towards sustainability? 
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The format for the community group survey for the 65+ age group followed the same format as 
the survey for the CALD groups, with added questions surrounding sustainability. The PVG 
community members that participated in our survey identified the Moreland City Council, 
neighborhood houses, church groups and close friends as their preferred sources of information. 
The results of this survey question are shown in Figure 4-4. 
 
 
Figure 4-4: Most trusted groups by Pascoe Vale Gardens residents 
One final finding we identified through this survey was that this age group is more likely 
to get their information through the local newspapers with 7 of our 8 respondents answering that 
they receive information from this source. Unfortunately, as only eight people took our survey 
during our event at PVG, further research is needed to validate the credibility of conclusions 
drawn from this data. 
 
 
  
75%
67%
33%
80%
50%
50%
83%
63%
0%
67%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Close Friend
Religious/Faith Group
Multicultural Group
Neighborhood House
Sports/Recreation Club
Local Schools
Moreland City Council
Moreland Energy Foundation
Positive Charge
Community Service Organization
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WHO WOULD TAKE ADVICE FROM GROUP
G
R
O
U
P
Most trusted groups by Pascoe Vale Gardens residents
37 
5. Conclusions and Recommendations 
The potential for improvement in energy conservation is reasonably high in Moreland, 
Australia. Through our analysis of the MEFL Water and Energy Survey, we determined that the 
community faces many barriers to sustainability. In addition, we established that MEFL did not 
gain a representative sample of Moreland with its survey. By combining this analysis with our 
research, we identified two main ways MEFL could improve engagement in its programs within 
the Moreland population: by developing incentives for identified barriers from MEFL’s survey, 
and by providing an engagement strategy for the key demographic groups identified from 
MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey. This chapter discusses the conclusions we drew from our 
research and the recommendations we made to MEFL based on these conclusions. 
5.1 MEFL Survey Analysis 
From our analysis of the MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey, we identified two prominent 
barriers to the Moreland community’s use of sustainable products: the high upfront costs 
associated with these products and renter-landlord agreements. However, due to the limited 
time we had to carry out our project, we were not able to develop fully tested recommendations 
to address these barriers within the community. Another key finding of our analysis of MEFL’s 
survey also revealed that it did not effectively reach all demographic groups in the Moreland 
community. This section discusses each of the main conclusions we drew from our analysis of 
MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey as well as our methods we recommend MEFL use to make 
future surveys more effective. 
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5.1.1 High Upfront Costs 
Sustainable products often carry premium prices that people in the Moreland 
community may be unwilling or unable to pay. For example, the analysis of MEFL’s survey 
showed that 44% of respondents who didn’t have solar panels stated that high upfront costs were 
the main reason for not installing them. 
Recommendation #1 
We recommend that MEFL increase its efforts to promote existing financial 
incentive opportunities to the Moreland community. Data gathered from interviews and 
survey analysis has led us to conclude that more information about these opportunities will 
increase community members’ participation in them. In addition, if this information were 
communicated via more effective channels, discounts and rebates promoted by MEFL would less 
likely be viewed as an organization’s attempt to generate a profit. Some examples of these 
channels are discussed in more detail in Section 5.2, the Community Engagement Strategy. 
5.1.2 Renter-Landlord Agreements 
Renter-landlord agreements are a major deterrent to the uptake of sustainable 
products within the Moreland community. In 2011, over 32% of the Moreland population 
rented their homes, and therefore had little to no ability to make large home alterations (Census 
of Population and Housing, 2011). In rental housing, decisions regarding whether or not to 
install sustainable products are typically up to landlords, who see little return on such large 
investments since utility bills are usually paid by their renters. Furthermore, many of 
Melbourne’s landlords rent out their properties through real estate agencies, who act as 
intermediaries between renters and landlords. Because of this arrangement, MEFL has had 
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difficulty directly providing information about sustainability and its potential benefits to 
landlords (Cox, 2015). In addition, the legislation detailed in section 2.3.2 does not require 
houses built before 2005 to meet state energy efficiency standards. We concluded it necessary 
for these same standards to apply to all newly rented properties within Moreland.  
Recommendation #2 
We recommend that MEFL continue to work with the Victorian State Government 
to develop updates in legislation regarding the energy efficiency standards of all residential 
properties. The Victorian government found that, on average, bringing a single pre-2005 house 
up to 2005 efficiency standards could cut greenhouse gas emissions by 3.4 metric tons annually 
(Victorian Households Energy Report, 2014). MEFL’s Zero Carbon Evolution, in contrast, seeks 
to decrease Moreland’s carbon emissions by 22%, or 310 thousand tonnes. Given that there are 
58,000 households in the community of Moreland, bringing even half of the rented properties up 
to 2005 standards could bring MEFL significantly closer to achieving its goal.  
5.1.3 Underrepresented Groups 
The method used to deliver MEFL’s Water and Energy Sustainability Survey 
prevented it from collecting data from a representative sample of the population of 
Moreland. Though it did reach a large percentage of individuals over the age of 65, it did not 
achieve similar representation from residents between the ages of 18-34 or from residents from 
culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds. We believe the survey did not reach 
the 18-34 age group because it was administered only to households with landlines. Only half of 
people between the ages of 18 and 34 own landlines and therefore would not receive a survey 
administered in this manner (ACMA Communications report 2013–14, 2014). Our research 
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indicates that the survey did not reach people from CALD backgrounds due to a language barrier. 
The survey was only delivered in English, which prevented people from non-English speaking 
backgrounds from responding. This language barrier is discussed further in Section 5.2.2 as part 
of the Community Engagement Strategy. 
Recommendation #3 
We recommend that MEFL utilize a variety of different mediums for delivering their 
surveys. In particular, we suggest MEFL run online surveys in parallel with future phone 
surveys. Through our online survey we obtained 44 responses from people between the ages of 
18 and 34, compared to the 20 responses from people in this age group obtained through 
MEFL’s phone survey. Community groups could provide another possible medium for future 
surveys. We received 32 responses from people who spoke little to no English through a survey 
that we distributed through a cultural community group; this was one of the demographic groups 
for which MEFL’s survey did not gather any data. These two survey mediums are discussed 
further in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 under the Community Engagement Strategy. 
5.2 Community Engagement 
As indicated in the previous conclusions, MEFL is not engaging certain demographic 
groups in the Moreland community, specifically the 18-34 age group, the 65+ age group, and 
people from CALD backgrounds. In this section, we discuss the conclusions of our research with 
these groups and our recommendations for how MEFL can engage people in these 
underrepresented and least sustainable demographics. 
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5.2.1 18-34 Group 
Social media is an effective way to reach 18-34 year olds for gathering data and 
spreading information. The online survey was much more time-efficient and less expensive 
than MEFL’s phone survey. The data gathered from our online survey reaffirmed that social 
media was effective an effective communication channel for reaching the 18-34 age group, as 93% 
of the survey respondents within this group listed this as one of their primary sources for 
information about community programs or events. 
The main type of community group in which many 18-34 year olds are involved are 
sports groups. Half of the survey respondents reported they belong to community groups and 
nearly 40% of the respondents who belonged to a sports group reported that they would trust 
information from their group. Only a few respondents were involved with neighborhood houses 
and religious/faith groups, but they would consider taking advice from these community groups. 
Further research is needed, however, to justify these conclusions, as a small sample size 
diminishes their credibility. 
Recommendation #4 
We recommend that MEFL use social media to facilitate “word of mouth” 
communications to spread information among younger community members. Although the 
data from our online survey suggests that people from this age group see MEFL as a trusted 
source, they are more likely to accept information forwarded to them by a friend than 
information directly from MEFL. Over 85% of 18-34-year-old respondents to our online survey 
indicated they would take sustainability advice from a close friend, making this the most widely 
trusted source among this age group. MEFL can use this established trust to promote 
sustainability by making use of the social networks of their volunteers to spread more 
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information among 18-34 year olds on social media platforms. We used this method to promote 
our online survey: after sending our survey out through MEFL’s Facebook page and email lists, 
we enlisted two MEFL volunteers from the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT) to 
send our online survey to their peers. The number of survey responses we received doubled 
within 24 hours, demonstrating the potential effectiveness of this method. 
Recommendation #5 
We recommend further analysis on the effects of community groups for 18-34 year 
olds. We received 44 responses from our online survey, half of which indicated participation in a 
community group. Seventeen respondents stated that they were affiliated with sports/recreation 
groups, of which 40% answered as likely to trust information about sustainability from these 
groups. Though it might be possible to conclude that sports/recreation groups are viable options 
for MEFL to establish channels of communication with, further research is needed to verify the 
conclusions drawn from these small sample sizes. 
5.2.2 CALD Group 
Our research suggests that cultural community organizations can provide effective 
forums for contacting people from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) 
backgrounds. Our visit to the Alevi Community Council event provided insight into how people 
view information from different sources. Only 13% of the members present indicated that they 
would be comfortable taking advice on sustainability directly from MEFL; however, people were 
very enthusiastic about speaking to us at the meeting even though we were there as 
representatives from MEFL. Many directly asked us for specific sustainability advice. This 
appears to have resulted directly from the fact that we were speaking to them at an Alevi Council 
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event—94% of those present said they would be comfortable taking advice from the Alevi 
Council. By establishing contact through a community group with a well-established reputation 
in the Turkish community, we were able to obtain enthusiastic responses from 32 people in the 
Turkish community despite language and trust barriers that precluded contact through other 
means. MEFL can establish effective channels to reach the many other diverse communities in 
Moreland using similar methods. 
Recommendation #6 
We recommend that MEFL work to establish strong, long-term ties with individuals 
within CALD cultural groups. During our visit to the Alevi Community Council meeting, we 
had significant help from Sultan Cinar, a representative from the Alevi community who had 
previously worked with MEFL on other projects. Ms. Cinar was crucial to our success at the 
Alevi meeting, both due to her knowledge of the Alevi community and her knowledge of MEFL. 
When we first arrived at the Alevi meeting, she introduced us to the group. She explained our 
goals in coming to the meeting, but also explained how MEFL could help the people in the Alevi 
community. Her knowledge of cultural customs in the Alevi community also proved important: 
she informed us that it was customary for anyone attending this type of event to bring a small gift 
for everyone present to share. This helped us establish a positive relationship with the group 
from the start and contributed to the high level of engagement we encountered with this 
community. 
MEFL has also had positive experiences working with individual representatives from 
CALD groups in the past; one specific case was during the In Common Language program. The 
representatives consulted in this program provided important insight to MEFL based on their 
understandings of their own communities. This played an important role in ensuring the success 
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of the program. In one case, a representative from the community rewrote a translated resource 
because the original translation used language that was not suited to the specific Turkish-
speaking population in Moreland. By establishing long-term contacts with people in CALD 
groups, MEFL can ensure they have access to advice from people who understand both the 
CALD communities and MEFL’s own goals. This can help MEFL make the most effective use 
of CALD community groups to promote sustainability. 
Recommendation #7 
We recommend that MEFL provide additional resources in languages other than 
English. According to census data, over seven percent of Moreland residents speak little or no 
English (Census of Population and Housing, 2011). MEFL has significant resources available for 
community members who wish to learn about how to reduce their own electricity usage, 
including flyers, online resources, and the Positive Charge Helpline; however, most of these are 
in English, and are therefore unavailable to people who do not speak English. During our visit to 
the Alevi Council meeting, several people requested additional information about specific ways 
to reduce their household electricity usage, such as switching to more efficient light bulbs. Some 
of MEFL’s current resources, such as the Positive Charge helpline, could likely answer such 
practical questions if they were available in languages other than English. By providing 
additional non-English resources, MEFL can ensure that people from diverse backgrounds have 
the information they need to use electricity sustainably. 
5.2.3 65+ Group  
Retirement villages may not be effective channels for communicating information 
about sustainable programs. Many residents of retirement villages have a high level of 
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dependency, and are not able to make major financial decisions or lifestyle changes on their own. 
The majority of people we interviewed at Pascoe Vale Gardens (PVG) lived in serviced 
apartments—apartments in which residents were taken care of by the staff. These individuals 
seemed very willing to hear about sustainable products but lacked the ability to implement 
changes themselves. 
In addition, retirement villages may lack the strong relationships necessary for highly 
effective information sharing. Many of our interviewees at PVG felt that attendance at social 
gatherings within the community was comprised of the same core group, and that this would 
hinder the spread of information throughout the community. In trying to capitalize on existing 
relationships, we believe MEFL will have more success by seeking out other, more close-knit 
organizations of people from this age group. However, because of the small number of people 
from this age group to whom we were able to speak, we cannot make a conclusive claim about 
this point. 
Recommendation #8 
We recommend that MEFL conduct further research to determine the feasibility of 
reaching the 65+ demographic group through community groups with active membership. 
We were only able to speak with eight residents from PVG and as a result did not obtain enough 
data to make strong conclusions about what methods of contact would be most effective for 
reaching people in this demographic group. 
From our earlier analysis of MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey, we concluded that 
community groups were an effective way to reach out to the community. However, based on our 
research, retirement villages with assisted living did not appear to be the most effective 
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community groups for promoting sustainability because they did not seem to encourage active 
membership. Groups in which membership involves greater commitment may be better suited 
for engaging with independent community members in the 65+ age group. Examples of such 
groups we identified from our interviews with PVG residents were Probus clubs, Rotary clubs 
and church groups. We recommend that MEFL conduct additional surveys to test these possible 
channels for communicating with Moreland residents over 65. 
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Appendix A: Moreland Household Water and Energy 
Sustainability Survey 2015 
Starting on the next page is the full text of the final version of the Moreland Household Water 
and Energy Sustainability Survey. 
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Appendix B: Community Member Interview Protocol 
This document contains the entire protocol for our interviews with community members. It 
contains the goals of these interviews as well as the full list of questions we would ask. 
1. Introduction 
1.1. Interview Goals 
The overall goal of this project is to explore what barriers hinder further uptake of sustainable 
residential electricity practices in Moreland and what incentives can help overcome such barriers. 
Through previous research, analysis of the results of MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey, and 
discussions with staff members at MEFL, we have identified a few potential barriers and 
incentives which we believe merit further investigation. We plan to focus specifically on how 
lack of established credibility within a community can impact the success of groups such as 
MEFL and how such groups can establish credibility within a community. By conducting 
interviews with members of the community, we hope to obtain more in-depth information about 
the reasoning behind participants’ sustainability choices than that which the survey provided. 
These interviews will seek to accomplish three main goals: 
 Explore whether specific barriers (identified through previous research) play 
a role in individuals’ decisions to forgo various electricity sustainability 
practices. This goal will require questions to learn about the motivations behind 
participants’ decisions. 
 Explore whether specific incentives or motivational tactics (identified 
through previous research) can induce individuals to engage in further 
electricity sustainability practices. This goal will require more specific 
questions about particular incentive programs. 
 Examine specifically how trust or credibility influence whether or not people 
are willing to accept help from MEFL to improve their electricity 
sustainability. We would like to use the contact we will have with members of 
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the public through these interviews to learn about how people might respond to 
endorsements from different groups. 
Previously, we also planned to ask if respondents had any additional ideas of important barriers 
or incentives; however, further examination of the results of MEFL’s Water and Energy Survey 
showed that a similar question in the survey already covered this. Ultimately, we hope the results 
of these interviews will help us develop specific methods that MEFL can use to foster uptake of 
sustainable behaviors within specific communities within Moreland. 
 
1.2. Participant Selection 
To identify the groups who engage in the most and least sustainable practices from MEFL’s 
survey data, we analyzed the results of a survey question ranking the likelihood of their 
household installing different sustainability products in the next year. This question asked 
residents to rank the likelihood of their household installing different sustainability products in 
the next year. We gave each respondent a sustainability ranking based on their answers to this 
question by assigning point values to each answer (Figure B-0-1).  
Answer Points 
Is already installed 8 
Very Likely 4 
Likely 2 
Neutral/Don’t know 0 
Unlikely -2 
Very unlikely -4 
Figure B-0-1: Sustainability Ranking Scheme 
We focused on four of the different energy-efficient products: energy-efficient lighting; energy-
efficient appliances; solar panels; and GreenPower, a collection of programs through which 
residents purchase renewable energy credits through their utility provider. We chose not to 
include results from questions relating to solar hot water in our analysis, even though it was 
included in the MEFL Survey, because it is an older technology that is being replaced with 
methods that are more efficient. A person who answered that they were very unlikely to install 
all four products would have received a score of -16, whereas someone who had all of these 
products already installed would have received a score of 32. These were the range of scores that 
could be calculated from this survey question. 
This allowed to easily compare the relative sustainability of different individuals. The group with 
scores in the highest quartile is our “most sustainable” group and the group in the lowest quartile 
are the “least sustainable”. Potential interview subjects will be selected from the survey 
respondents in the “least sustainable” group who agreed to participate in further research. 
1.3. Overview of Interview 
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These interviews will be semi-structured in nature; the specific wording and order of the 
questions will be determined beforehand, but if necessary may be altered somewhat during the 
course of a given interview in order to clarify the questions for the participant or address topics 
as they come up in conversation. The interviewer should have the discretion to follow any 
additional new lines of questioning that arise in conversation with the participant; but regardless 
of an additional questions asked, the interviewer should make sure that scheduled questions have 
been asked by the end of the interview. 
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2. Interview 
2.1. Interview Request 
We plan to initially contact potential participants through email. We believe email is preferable 
to telephone calls for initial interview requests because emails would be less disruptive to 
individuals than phone calls in the middle of the day and would allow us to establish credibility 
from the start through the use of an official email address and letterhead or logo. If a potential 
interview subject does not respond to the email within a week, an interviewer will make a 
follow-up phone call to request the interview. A sample interview request is included below. 
“Dear [Mr./Mrs./Ms.] [participant name], 
I would like to thank you for your participation in our recent Household Water and Energy 
Sustainability Survey. I saw that you indicated that you were interested in participating in 
further research; with that in mind, would you be able to take part in a short 10-15 minute 
interview to answer a few follow-up questions to help with our research? My name is 
[interviewer name]. I am part of a group of American university students working with the 
Moreland Energy Foundation on behalf of the Moreland City Council to gather information on 
sustainable electricity usage in Moreland. 
If you can speak with us, please let us know through email at WPI@mefl.com.au or by calling 
the Moreland Energy Foundation at (03) 9385 8585 and asking to speak with the team from WPI. 
Please feel free to contact us if you would like more information about our research or the type 
of questions we plan to ask. You can read more about our project here on the Moreland Energy 
Foundation’s website. If you would like to participate, please let us know so we can set up a time 
to speak. I’ll follow up with a phone call about a week from now if I don’t hear back from you 
before then. 
Thank you for your participation so far. I understand you may have a busy schedule and I 
appreciate you taking the time to hear about our research. I hope to hear from you soon. 
Regards, 
 Benjamin Gillette 
 Theresa Inzerillo 
 Tyler Van Nostrand 
 Yingzhe (Jason) Zhao 
  
Moreland Energy Foundation Limited  
Suite 6, Level 1, 200 Sydney Road, Brunswick | Postal Address: PO Box 276 Brunswick Victoria 3056 
65 
Reception: (03) 9385 8585 | ABN 72 095 439 160  
www.mefl.com.au | Facebook | Twitter 
  
Please consider the environment before you print this email.” 
2.2. Interview Schedule 
A plan for conducting an interview is included here, including an introduction and list of 
potential questions. 
2.2.1. Preamble 
 “Hello, our names are _______ and ________. We are university students from Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute in the United States working on a project with the Moreland Energy 
Foundation. We are trying to identify specific things that keep people from engaging in 
sustainable or environmentally friendly practices. You recently took the Moreland Household 
Water and Energy Sustainability Survey. We would like to ask you a few follow-up questions to 
gain a better understanding of your views on sustainable practices. We are hoping to identify 
some key issues throughout the community that keep people from engaging in energy-saving 
practices so that we can help MEFL change their current programs to make them as effective as 
possible. This interview should take around 10-15 minutes and your responses will be kept 
entirely confidential. Feel-free to ask us any questions you may have during the interview. You 
are welcome to stop the interview at any time. Thank you for your participation.” 
2.2.2. Questions 
 Before we start, are you familiar with MEFL and its programs? 
 How long have you lived in Moreland? 
 What is the neighborhood you live in like? 
o Are the people close-knit in your neighborhood? 
o Is your neighborhood involved in any groups or organizations? Neighborhood houses, 
church groups, etc. 
 Are you involved in any groups or organizations? 
o How often do you meet or have events? 
o Do you think hearing information about MEFL from this group or someone in it 
would make you more likely to participate in MEFL’s programs? 
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o Would hearing information from your local council make you more likely to 
participate in MEFL’s programs? 
 “If you wanted to find information about how to [engage in a particular sustainable practice, 
i.e. putting up solar panels], how would you go about finding such information? What 
sources would you use?” 
o “Would you consider seeking information from a non-profit environmental 
organization like MEFL? Why/why not?” 
o Close friend/family? 
o “Would you consider a non-profit environmental organization [with which you were 
not familiar] to be a reliable source of such information? Why/why not?” 
 Would you like any information about positive charge or do you have any other energy-
saving questions? 
2.2.3. Closing Statement 
 “Thank you so much for your time speaking with us. Your response on sustainable practices is 
really helpful for our research. If you have further questions and other thoughts, please don’t 
hesitate to contact us at mefl-b15@wpi.edu. If you are interested in seeing how we use this data, 
I would be happy to send you a copy of our final report at the end of the project. Before I go, is 
there anything that I can [do right now to help you with any sustainability questions you might 
have (can talk about Positive Charge, etc. if they would like to information about something)]? 
Thank you again and have a wonderful day!” 
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Appendix C: Community Group Representative 
Interview Protocol 
This document contains the entire protocol for our interviews with community group 
representatives. It contains the goals of these interviews as well as the full list of questions we 
would ask. 
1. Introduction 
After background research, discussion with staff at MEFL, and analysis of the results of the 
recent Household Water and Energy Sustainability Survey, we decided to examine how a lack of 
established credibility among some communities within Moreland might create a barrier to 
engagement in MEFL’s programs, and by extension, a barrier to engagement in sustainable 
practices. The Water and Energy Survey results showed significant community support for using 
community groups to promote sustainability; additionally, previous MEFL projects (specifically 
the GreenTown and In Common Language programs) had benefitted from contact with 
community groups. Based on these results, we decided to examine how endorsements from 
community groups could help address a credibility gap. We would like to conduct interviews 
with representatives from several community groups in order to learn more about how such a 
program might fare. 
2. Interview Goals 
The overall goal of our project is to identify barriers that prevent people from engaging in 
sustainable behaviors and to identify incentives that can be used to overcome those barriers. By 
conducting interviews with representatives from different community organizations, we hope to 
learn about how a specific barrier, lack of established credibility, may play a role within different 
communities in Moreland. 
These interviews have four main goals: 
 Learn about different communities in Moreland 
o We want to gain a basic understanding about the different communities in 
Moreland before we try to draw any conclusions about those communities. 
We also need to learn about what roles our interview subjects’ organizations 
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play in their respective communities in order to fully understand how we can 
use the information they give us. 
 Evaluate whether a credibility gap exists 
o Currently, this is still speculative. Our previous research and analysis is 
consistent with this theory, but does not provide direct evidence for a 
credibility gap. Before moving on to community surveys or a pilot program, 
we need to verify that a credibility barrier is, in fact, a significant barrier. 
 Evaluate how endorsements from different groups might help address this gap 
o Community group leaders should be able to give us a general idea of what 
organizations carry influence within their communities. This will help us to 
identify specific groups whose endorsements would be most helpful. 
 Identify any other ways to address credibility issues within individual 
communities 
o Community group leaders will understand their communities better than we 
do; they may be able to let us know about different tactics or methods that 
could prove more effective within their communities. 
We would like to eventually develop a survey that could be sent out to the community to obtain 
quantitative data on how community group support influence people’s decisions; insights from 
these interviews will help to make sure the questions on this survey are relevant and effective. 
3. Interview Structure 
Jason Cox provided us with a list of contacts for people at several community and religious 
groups with which MEFL has had contact in the past. This people on this list will form our 
subject pool. They will be contacted through email and asked if they are willing to speak with us 
about how to promote sustainable practices within their community. We will seek to conduct 
interviews in-person, ideally at interview subjects’ offices in order to avoid any inconvenience 
for the subject. The interviews will be semi-structured in nature, following the outline of 
questions shown below. 
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4. Questions 
 Try to gain a basic understanding of the different communities within Moreland 
o “Tell me about [your [x] community in Moreland/ your community in [x 
neighborhood]].” 
 “How big is your organization? Do you consider your organization closely 
connected or loosely connected?” 
 “How often does your group get together? (Maybe outside of regular services 
for religious group/ other events for non-religious groups) 
 “What is your role in the organization?”  
 If worked with MEFL before, “MEFL has worked with you before on [x] 
program. Are you familiar with that program?” 
 If yes (familiar), “Was the program successful? (How did that project 
go with your group?) Did people in your community gain a better 
understanding on MEFL or sustainability?” 
 Ask about potential barriers to sustainability in the community 
o “We are trying to gain a better understanding the role community organizations such 
as yours could play in helping MEFL accomplish the goal of improving energy 
sustainability.” 
 “How important do you think energy sustainability is to those in your 
community? Why?” 
 “Are you aware of any programs that have been broadly supported in your 
community such as [Positive Charge]?” 
 “Do you think members of your community have heard of MEFL?” 
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 If yes, “How many do you think have heard about MEFL? How do you 
think they heard about MEFL?” 
 “Can you think of anything that might make it difficult for MEFL to engage 
people in your community on the issue of electricity sustainability?” 
 If this is a CALD community, Language barriers? 
 Is MEFL seen as a trusted source? 
o “One specific area we’ve been looking at is how lack of established credibility or 
unfamiliarity with an organization might make people less likely to trust MEFL or 
engage in its programs. What are your thoughts on this? Do you think this does occur 
in your community?” 
 “Are there any specific reasons why people in this community might not trust 
an organization like MEFL?” 
 “What is your view on dealing with this issue?  
 Ask about potential incentives 
o “We would appreciate any thoughts you have on how an organization could establish 
credibility with a large portion of your organization such that they would consider 
engaging in the sustainable practices.” 
 “What ideas do you have on this?” 
o “One possibility we’ve been looking at is trying to use recommendations from you to 
help establish a positive reputation for MEFL within the community to make people 
more comfortable with engaging in MEFL’s programs or listening to MEFL’s 
suggestions on how to engage in sustainable practices. What are your thoughts on 
this?” 
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  “How might we implement this? For example, would a letter from you work? 
Maybe us speaking at a normal get together? Do you have any other ideas?” 
 “We have also considered utilizing local council as an endorsement. How do 
you think people from your group would respond to an endorsement like this? 
(From your organization? From local religious groups?)” 
 “Are you aware of other organization like MEFL that have utilized your 
organization to engage with your members? Who? Was it successful? Why?” 
o “We also want to pilot test an approach to engage community members via a short 
presentation hand-out. Would you consider letting us do that at one of your 
gatherings? 
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Appendix D: Community Engagement Survey – 
English 
This document is the Community Engagement Survey we created to assess what community 
groups people trust getting information from.  
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Appendix E: Community Engagement Survey – 
Mandarin 
This document is our Community Engagement Strategy translated into Mandarin. This was 
translated by a native Mandarin speaker from outside the Moreland area. 
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Appendix F: Community Engagement Survey – 
Turkish 
This document is our Community Engagement Strategy translated into Turkish. This was 
translated by a native Turkish speaker from outside the Moreland area. 
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Appendix G: Community Engagement Survey – 
Revisions 
This document contains all of the changes we made to the initial Community Engagement 
Survey for each group we surveyed (Appendix D). 
1. Alevi Community Council Survey  
We changed “Multicultural Group” in Question 2 to “Alevi Community Council” and 
“Multicultural Group Newsletter” to “Alevi Community Council Newsletter”.  
2. Mandarin Survey  
The only changes in the translation of this survey into Mandarin were to remove all language 
besides English and Mandarin and added Cantonese as another option. 
3. Pascoe Vale Gardens Survey  
 
We added “Community Service Organization” to the list in Question 2 for the Pascoe Vale 
Gardens survey. In addition, we added a question to address sustainability: “How important is 
sustainability to you?” This question was formatted as a 1 to 5 scale, where 1 is not important 
and 5 is very important. 
4. Online (18-34 years old) Survey  
We made a few changes to the initial survey when we put it online to get information from 18-34 
year olds. We took out the option of “Senior Centre” in Question 2. We added a new question to 
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ask whether respondents read the newspaper online or in print. We also changed Question 6 to 
ask whether an individual “Still lives at home” instead of “Living with family”. 
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Appendix H: Invitations to Pascoe Vale Gardens 
Residents 
  
81 
Appendix I: Database Documentation 
This document outlines the structure of the Microsoft Access database created as part of our 
project work. 
1. Introduction 
This database contains all of the responses MEFL gathered from the Moreland Household Water 
and Energy Sustainability Survey 2015. 
2. Database Structure 
This section will describe the tables used in the making of this database as well as the 
relationships that exist between them. 
2.1. List of Tables 
General Survey Responses 
 Participant 
 AttitudesAndEngagement 
 
Sustainable Product Survey Responses 
 Downpipes_Responses 
 EnergyEfficientAppliances_Responses 
 GreenPower_Responses 
 RainwaterTank_Responses 
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 SolarElectricityPanels_Responses 
 SolarHotWater_Responses 
 WaterEfficientAppliances_Responses 
 WaterEfficientFittings_Responses 
 WaterEfficientGardenItems_Responses 
 
Reference Tables 
 Suburb_Ref 
2.2. Table Descriptions 
This section will describe all of the tables that are in the database.  
2.2.1. General Survey Responses 
Participant 
This table has a row for each participant in the survey. This row contains the 
participant’s main ID number (P_ID) as well as their responses to Questions 1, 2, 3, 
and 12-23 of the survey. In addition, the last two columns of each row are for SLA 
and the weight given to the participant by Market Solutions in its analysis of the data.  
 
AttitudesAndEngagement 
This table has a row for each participant in the survey. Each row contains an identifier 
for the specific row (ID), the participant’s ID number (P_ID) and their responses to 
Questions 9-11.  
2.2.2. Sustainable Product Survey Responses 
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Each of the following tables corresponds with one of the 9 products asked about in 
the MEFL survey. They all have the same set-up. This table has a row for each 
participant in the survey. Each row contains an identifier for the specific row (ID), the 
participant’s ID number (P_ID) and their responses to Questions 4,5,7, and 8. The 
“RainwaterTank_Responses” also contains the participant’s response to Question 6.  
 Downpipes_Responses 
 EnergyEfficientAppliances_Responses 
 GreenPower_Responses 
 RainwaterTank_Responses 
 SolarElectricityPanels_Responses 
 SolarHotWater_Responses 
 WaterEfficientAppliances_Responses 
 WaterEfficientFittings_Responses 
 WaterEfficientGardenItems_Responses 
2.2.3. Reference Tables 
Surbub_Ref 
This table acts as a mechanism for mapping the names of the suburbs to their codes 
as answered in Question 21 of the survey. It contains a row for each suburb and 
each row has two fields, the code number for the suburb (Suburb Code) and the 
name of the suburb (Suburb_Name). 
2.3. Table Relationships 
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With the exception of the “Suburb_Ref” table, all of these tables are related to one another by 
the P_ID field. When these tables are combined on this value, the resulting rows are the entire 
responses from each participant. The “Surburb_Code” field in the “Suburb_Ref” table refers to 
the “Q21” field in the “Participant” table. 
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Appendix J: CALD Groups—Additional Data 
Towards the end of our project, an opportunity arose to conduct additional surveys at the 
Imam Ali Islamic Centre Fawkner after Friday prayer services.  Many residents who attend 
services at the Islamic Centre are from CALD backgrounds; specifically, many of these residents 
speak primarily Turkish.  This opportunity came too late for us to include the results in the main 
body of this report; instead, the data and subsequent analysis are included here. 
Representatives from MEFL were invited to speak to the people in attendance before and 
after Friday prayer services on December 11th.  We were unable to join these representatives to 
conduct our surveys because they wanted to minimize interruptions to their prayers. Instead, we 
gave our surveys to Jason Cox, who delivered the surveys after the end of the service.  A 
Turkish-language version of the survey was not completed in time for the services due to issues 
with the availability of translators, so the survey was only available in English. 
After the services, Jason Cox informed us that he had been able to collect eight responses 
to our survey.  The relatively low number of surveys collected was not due to a lack of interest in 
contact with MEFL’s representatives; to the contrary, Jason told us that he had only been able to 
collect a few survey responses because he was busy helping people who had specific questions 
about how to reduce their electricity usage.  The data from these responses is in the tables below. 
The small number of responses limited the conclusions we could draw from this event, 
but we were able to learn a few things from this event. The respondents from this group were 
very willing to take information from the Islamic Centre, with 100% of respondents indicating 
that they would trust information from this group. In contrast, 0% were willing to take 
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sustainability advice from MEFL. This is significant because they were very willing to talk to the 
MEFL representatives that attended Friday prayer services.  
 
     Question 1: Do you belong to or are you involved with any of the following types of groups? 
     Answer Responses % 
  Religious/Faith Group 7 100% 
  Multicultural Group 4 57% 
  Neighborhood House 0 0% 
  Sports/Recreation Club 0 0% 
  Moreland Energy Foundation 0 0% 
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Question 2: How likely would you be to take advice from each of the following on sustainability issues? 
  
Question Very Unlikely (1) Unlikely (2) Undecided (3) Likely (4) Very Likely (5) Total Responses 
Total 
Percent 
Likely 
Total 
Percent 
Unlikely 
Close Friend 0 0 0 4 3 7 100% 0% 
Religious/Faith 
Group 
0 0 0 2 4 6 100% 0% 
Multicultural Group 0 0 1 4 0 5 80% 0% 
Neighborhood 
House 
3 0 2 0 0 5 0% 60% 
Sports/Recreation 
Club 
2 1 2 0 0 5 0% 60% 
Local Schools 1 2 2 0 0 5 0% 60% 
Moreland City 
Council 
1 1 2 1 2 7 43% 29% 
Moreland Energy 
Foundation 
1 2 2 0 0 5 0% 60% 
Positive Charge 1 2 2 0 0 5 0% 60% 
Senior Centre 1 2 2 0 0 5 0% 60% 
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Question 3:  Where do you get information about community programs or events? (Select all that apply) 
     Answer Response % 
  Local Newspaper 0 0% 
  Social Media 0 0% 
  Moreland City Council Flyers 0 0% 
  Church/Faith Group Newsletter 7 100% 
  Multicultural Group Newsletter 4 57% 
  School Newsletter 0 0% 
  Neighbors/Friends 2 29% 
  Other 0 0% 
  
     Question 4: How old are you? 
    
     Answer Response % 
  18-24 years old 0 0% 
  25-34 years old 0 0% 
  35-44 years old 1 14% 
  45-54 years old 5 71% 
  55-64 years old 1 14% 
  65+ years old 0 0% 
  I prefer not to say. 0 0% 
  
     Question 5: What language do you speak at home? 
   
     Answer Response % 
  English 1 14% 
  Arabic 0 0% 
  Greek 0 0% 
  Italian 0 0% 
  Mandarin 0 0% 
  Turkish 5 71% 
  Other 1 14% 
  I prefer not to say. 0 0% 
  
     Other Language (Question 5) 
    Language 
    Urdu 
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Question 6: Do you rent or own your home? 
   
     Answer Response % 
  I rent my home. 1 14% 
  I own my home (including paying off 
mortgage). 6 86% 
  I prefer not to say. 0 0% 
  I am living with family. 0 0% 
  
     
     Total Respondents  7 
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Appendix K: Summative Teamwork Assessment 
Though our project changed dynamically throughout our time in Melbourne, our team 
was able to react both positively and efficiently. With critiques and suggestions provided by 
advisors and sponsors, we were able to successfully change our original focus and methods. Our 
project initially focused on identifying barriers to and incentives for sustainability within the 
community of Moreland. After analyzing survey data and discussing its implications with 
sponsors, we shifted the focus of our project to establishing channels of communication between 
MEFL and key demographic groups within the Moreland community.  
With this shift, we employed new methods and elected to change the structure of our final 
report to incorporate our new methods and their related findings into individual chapters that 
explained the two different focuses of our project. We internally discussed how these changes 
would affect our work in the coming weeks and, through scheduling extra meetings, maintained 
communication with both advisors and our sponsor to ensure our intended deliverables were 
acceptable. Though these large changes required extra work in a short timeframe, we deemed 
them necessary and maintained a positive attitude throughout their completion.  
The daily functions of our group were specialized in that group members with strong 
communication skills facilitated discussion during meetings, while others who were more 
meticulous note takers transcribed these discussions into guides for further discussion later on. 
All team members constantly exhibited a desire to have a positive impact on MEFL’s progress in 
the Moreland community. The most effective tool that helped us maintain focus on our goal was 
a to-do list that prioritized our daily tasks. 
As a team, we did not always work with deadlines as effectively as we could have. While 
we did regularly meet our deadlines, we often completed work shortly before those deadlines, 
leaving little time for editing or review. By keeping better track of timelines and completing 
assignments earlier, we can leave more time for team review. This will help us produce more 
polished writing without the need for multiple submissions. This would have allowed us to make 
more effective use of advisor feedback this term by catching the smaller, grammatical issues 
ourselves and leaving our advisors more time to focus on giving feedback to revise our larger 
issues. 
